Applying attribution theory to consumer behavior issues is quite common. In the managerial arena, previous research suggests that salespeople's attribution processes affect their expectancies for success and future behavior. However, no published research has developed adequate measures that might be used to examine the full range of attributional responses for sales success or failure and the behaviors that are likely to follow such attributions. The goal of this research is to develop a complete set of attributional and behavioral scales for sales success and failure and validate such scales in a real-world context-among field sales representatives. Following Churchill's (1979) recommended process, the authors develop a complete set of attributional and behavioral intention scales that is applicable to a field sales force setting. The authors then measure 228 financial services representatives' performance attributions for a previous sales interaction; their intended behaviors for a future, similar selling situation; and their personal characteristics. The authors test the validities of the scales and examine the usefulness of applying the scales within a theoretically justified nomological network of relationships.
subsequent behaviors are not likely to lead to success. Sales managers need to understand tbe type of attributions their salespeople are making and what bebaviors are driven by tbese attributions. If specific attributions for failure lead to negative, counterproductive bebaviors or positive, proactive behaviors, managers will benefit greatly from understanding tbe attributional/bebavioral patterns of their salespeople as well as the forces driving such attributions. In addition, if dispositional factors relate to specific attributional tendencies, this has direct implications for the salesperson selection process.
Initial work in this area by Teas and McElroy (1986) provides a tbeoretical framework for understanding tbe kind of attribution salespeople might make following a successful or unsuccessful sales encounter. However, subsequent empirical work does not provide a complete set of usable scales to measure salespeople's attributions and tbeir subsequent behaviors. Testing Teas and McElroy's (1986) propositions tbrough an experimental design, Johnston and Kim (1994) fall short of developing a lull set of attributional and behavioral measures in their work, whieh involves hypothetical sales scenarios and college students. DeCarlo, Teas, and McElroy (1997) test an attribution model tbat focuses on the links among performance, attributions, and expectancies; bowever, they note that their measures do not adequately tap the domain of the attributional concepts. Both of these studies provide insight into the salesperson's attributional processes yet do not provide a complete set of attributional and bebavioral scales that might enable us to investigate important attribution-behavior linkages, Sujan (1986) provides usable attributional and behavioral scales in his research; however, the scope of his scales is limited. Sujan focuses solely on effort and strategy behaviors of working barder and working smarter, yet sales repre-sentatives have otber behavioral options available (e.g., obtaining assistance from a peer or supervisor, avoiding a future similar situation, making no behavioral changes). In addition, several researchers have applied attribution theory to consumer behavior issues (for an extensive review, see Folkes 1988 ; more recent work includes Folkes and Kamins 1999; Folkes, Koletsky, and Graham 1987; Mittal, Kumar, and Tsiros 1999; Taylor 1994) , but tbese studies provide scant insight into how attribution theory can be operationalized within the sales domain.
We attempt to bridge the gaps by developing a complete set orauributional and behavioral intention scales for sales success and failure. We validate the new scales in a realworld context-among field sales representatives-and ask subjects to consider their attributions and behavioral intentions in a real-world (not hypothetical) context. Following Churchill's (1979) recommended process, we develop a complete set of attrihutional and behavioral intention scales that is applicable to a field sales force setting, Tben we measure sales representatives* performance attributions for a previous sales interaction; their intended behaviors for a future, similar selling situation; and their personal characteristics. We tested the validities of the scales and examined the usefulness of applying the scales within a theoretically justified nomological network of relationships.
Theoretical Background
In its broadest sense, attribution theory involves the attempts of ordinary people to understand the causes and implications of events (Ajzen and Fishbein 1983; Fincham 1983; Kelley 1967; Monson 1983; Ross and Anderson 1982) . Weiner and colleagues (Weiner 1972 (Weiner , 1979 (Weiner . 1985 (Weiner , 1986 (Weiner , 1990 Weiner et al, 1971; Weiner, Nierenberg, and Goldstein 1976; Weiner, Russell, and Lerman 1978, 1979) . as well as others (Kelley 1967 (Kelley , 1973 , have provided tbe framework within wbich most researcbers examine attributions. Their work has been primarily theoretical (versus empirical) in its contribution, and they do not. as Teas and McElroy (1986, p. 76) note, explore "the theory's relevance to sales force management issues, " Snyder, Shultz, and Jones (1974) and Kelley (1973) suggest that attributions for successes and failures influence expectancy of future success and failure and subsequent behavior.
Integrating attribution tbeory and expectancy tbeory (Teas 1981; Vroom 1964; Walker, Churchill, and Ford 1977) , Teas and McElroy (1986) develop a conceptual framework that describes tbe linkages among salespeople's performance, tbeir attributions for that performance, and the impact of those attributions on their expectancy estimates. Teas and McElroy's framework relates the types of attribution made (controllable/uncontrollable, internal/external, stable/unstable; from Weiner 1979) by the salespeople for their performance (high or low performance) to how they view the performance in relation to prior events (i.e,, whether the event information is perceived as consistent and distinctive and as having consensus; from Kelley 1967 Kelley , 1973 and to the impact (positive, negative, or neutral) on the salespeople's expectancies for future performance (Walker, Churchill, and Ford 1977) , Teas and McElroy (1986) also suggest thai some dispositional characteristics are associated with particular attributional tendencies. (For additional details, see Teas and McElroy 1986.) Properties Underlying Attributions Weiner (1979) proposes tbree properties of tbe causes underlying successful or unsuccessful situations: locus of causality (internal versus external), causal stability (stable versus unstable), and controllability (controllable versus uncontrollable). By definition, if the locus of causality is internal, the cause resides within the salesperson whose success/failure is being examined; if it is external, the cause resides in other persons/entities within the environment. A stable cause persists over time and across situations; an unstable cause is subject to changing temporal or situational conditions. If the attribution is controllable, tbe salesperson bas the power to change the cause; if it is uncontrollable, the environment or other persons/entities possess control of causation (Bettman and Welt/ 1983; Teas and McElroy 1986; Weiner 1979 Weiner . 1986 ). It should be noted that according to Weiner, tbe controllability dimension might not be distinct from that of the locus and stability dimensions. For example, salespeople probably view most external causes as uncontrollable and most internal causes as controllable (Weiner 1986, p. 346) .
To extend tbe current knowledge (see DeCarlo, Teas, and McElroy 1997; Johnston and Kim 1994; Sujan 1986; Teas and McElroy 1986) , we develop a complete set of attributional and behavioral scales for sales success and failure, wbich reflects the dimensions discussed previously. Using a sample of sales representatives, we validate these scales and examine their usefulness within a theoretically justified nomological network of relationships.
Methodology

Scale Development
The goal of the research was to develop and validate a complete set of attributional and behavioral intention scales for use in tbe sales arena. To ensure that the domain of each attributional and bebavioral intention dimension was tapped, we developed multi-item scales in concert with Churchill's (1979) recommendations.
In-depth interviews and item development. The first step in the scale development was to conduct in-depth interviews with a convenience sample of seven salespersons. We audiotaped these interviews to ensure that we appropriately captured the salespersons' descriptions of their attributions and bebaviors. Tbe objective of these interviews was to see wbether salespeople, using a free-elicitation approach, could easily and clearly recall their most recent successful and unsuccessful sales calls and whether their attributions for tbese successes and failures fell into the groups suggested by Teas and McElroy's (1986) framework. (Teas and McElroy provide conceptual dimensions of attributions but do not provide measurement scales witb tbeir conceptual framework.) Another purpose of these interviews was to explore tbe behavioral intentions that followed the salespersons' attributions for success and failures.
The salespersons were able to recall their most recent success and failure, and their descriptions of their attributions for these successes and failures closely matched those in Tea.s and McElroy's (1986) framework. From the taped interviews, we found that Sujan's (1986) items (he provides two items for the effort attribution and two for the strategy attribution) did not match the language reported in tbe interviews. Therefore, we used the audiotaped freeelicitation descriptions of the attributions and behaviors as a basis to develop all tbe original measurement items. Therefore, we wrote multiple items for each of tbe attributions tbat are suggested in Teas and McElroy's (1986) framework: effort, ability, strategy, task difficulty, and luck. We also wrote multiple items for tbe bebavioral intentions that were uncovered in tbe literature searcb and in our pretest interviews: increase effort, change strategy, seek assistance, avoid the situation, and no change in bebavior Item refinement. Tbe four sets of items (attributions and behavioral intentions for the successful sale and tbe unsuccessful sale) were tben subjected to item-sort exercises by four different groups: undergraduate students, MBA students, academicians, and salespeople. Several items were eliminated on tbe basis of the results of these item-sort exercises. Tbis resulted in a list of five items for eacb attribution and five items for eacb behavioral intention, all of wbich were measured using six-point (forced-cboice) Likert scales (wbere I = "strongly disagree" and 6 = "strongly agree").
Validity and reliability testing. To refine and furtber validate the scales, we used a survey methodology. We incorporated tbe items into a questionnaire tbat we administered to two samples: a pilot sample of 42 and a pretest sample of 100 salespeople. To achieve external validity, tbe questionnaire asked tbese respondents to recall their most recent sales success (in wbicb tbey made a sale) and tbeir most recent sales call in wbicb they were not able to close the sale or schedule a follow-up appointment (in otber words, an unsuccessful sales experience). Tben the salespeople responded to a series of questions about tbese calls, including their attributions for success on tbe successful call and their attributions for failure on tbe unsuccessful call as well as tbeir bebavioral intentions in each case for the next similar call. Tbe samples and survey procedures used for this refinement as well as tbe results are described next.
Samples and survey procedures. We obtained data from sales representatives working for a large Fortun€~5{^ financial services company. Representatives in this sales division call on individual consumers to sell mutual funds; annuities; and life, automobile, and property insurance. Selling primarily in middle-income consumer markets, tbese sales professionals make sales calls to botb existing customers and prospects. Most prospective customers are identified tbrougb referrals, seminars, special events, and/or cold calling. Because tbese sales are commission driven, the representatives bave a strong degree of control over tbeir sales call patterns and activities.
For tbe initial pilot, we used a convenience sample of sales representatives (a single district). Tbe general manager for tbis district agreed to encourage participation in tbe study. Several communications were sent from the researchers to the sales managers (wbo report to tbe general manager). Tbe researchers further encouraged response rates by sponsoring breakfasts at district field sales team meetings. A total of 42 sales representatives participated in this initial pilot. Tbe primary purpose of tbis pilot was to ensure tbat tbe questions were understood and tbe length of time to complete the questionnaire was reasonable. On the basis of the feedback from tbis pilot, we reworded several items.
For the pretest, a random sample of 100 field sales representatives was selected and sent survey packets. The purposes of this pretest were to determine tbe expected rate of response for the full mailing (wben breakfast incentives and personal contact with management would not be possible) and examine furtber tbe properties of tbe scales. This pretest provided us witb adequate data for a power analysis and enabled us to determine tbe final survey sample size. We also conducted exploratory factor analysis and reliability analyses. The results supported the hypothesized structure of tbe scales; therefore, no additional changes were made to the scale items (see Appendices A through D).
Finally, using an nth-order sampling procedure, we sent surveys to 1200 salespeople, who were randomly selected from among those wbo bad worked for tbe company as salespeople fora minimum of one year. (We believed tbat recently bired representatives would bave different success and failure perspectives tban would representatives having a base of experience; tberefore, we excluded tbe new bires from tbe final sample.) Sales representatives received a questionnaire and a cover letter from tbe researchers asking for their cooperation and assuring them of confidentiality. A preaddressed, stamped envelope was provided for subjects to return tbe questionnaires directly to the researchers. The district sales managers distributed the questionnaires to the sales representatives' mailboxes; a letter from tbe company indicating support of the project and encouraging participation was distributed through intercompany mail. Tbree weeks after the initial mailing, a follow-up letter was sent to the sales managers reporting bow many of tbeir representatives bad responded and asking tbem to encourage tbeir representatives to participate. Usable questionnaires were obtained from 228 salespeople (response rate of 19%)-a reasonable response rate given tbat no response incentive was employed.
The sample was composed primarily of men (87%) with an average age of 43 years. As is typical of tbe financial industry, tbe sample was generally bighly educated: 89% of tbe sales associates beld an undergraduate or advanced college degree. On tbe average, tbe sales associates bad worked for their sales units for 9 years and bad 15 years of sales experience. It is important to note, tberefore, that most of tbe salespeople in tbis sample are relatively successful. An analysis of tbe early and late respondents revealed tbat tbere were no significant differences in their demograpbics or their responses on tbe study variables. Tbis analysis suggests that the likelibood of a nonresponse bias in tbis study is minimal. Additional reliability and validity tests described subsequently were conducted on tbe data collected from the final sample.
Measurement models. To refine and validate tbe scales furtber, we submitted eacb of the multi-item constructs for the successful and the unsuccessful sales experience to confirmatory factor analysis (using LISREL 8.20). Items baving low squared multiple correlation coefficients and/or bigb cross-loadings were dropped. All attributional and bebavioral scales were trimmed to tbree items on tbe basis of this analysis. At this point, we assessed tbe fit of tbe resulting model. For tbe sales success situation, tbe results are good (X-= 218.5 i, degrees of freedom Id.f.] = 120, /? < .01; goodness-of-fit index [GFI] = .91; comparative fit index [CFI] = .97; root mean square erTor of approximation [RMSEA] = .06). For tbe unsuccessful sales experience, tbe model fit is also good (X" = 629.15, d.f. = 360, p < .01; GFI = .85; CFI = .96; RMSEA = .06). Although tbe cbi-square goodness-offit measures for the overall models were statistically significant, other fit indices are close enough to tbe .90 bencbmark (Bentler 1990) to suggest that the model fits tbe observed data acceptably. In addition, we obtained reasonable RMSEA estimates. Browne and Cudeck (1993) suggest that a value of .08 or less for an RMSEA fit index indicates a reasonable error of approximation and close mtxlel fit to tbe observed data. The scale items and tbeir means, standard deviations, and item reliabilities are reported in Tables I and  2 for tbe successful and unsuccessful sales situation. The scale intercorrelations are reported in Table 3 .
According to Anderson and Gerbing (1988) , convergent validity can be assessed by determining whether each indicator's estimated pattern coefficient on its posited underlying construct factor is significant (greater tban twice its standard error). An examination of Tables 1 and 2 indicates tbat all the factor loadings for the individual items are significant. Thus, convergent validity was confirmed for the scales.
We examined the multi-item scales for attributions and behavioral intentions for internal consistency using several criteria. In Tables I and 2 , we report Cronbacb's alpha (an indicator of construct reliability) and Fornell and Larcker's (1981) composite reliability estimate. Tbese statistics for the attribution measures suggest strong internal consistency across tbe items in tbe constructs (.83 to .93 for alpha and .81 to .92 for composite reliability) for a sales success (Table 1) , in tbat all scales exceed Nunnally's (1978) suggested Cronbacb's alpba level of .70. Cronbach's alphas and composite reliability estimates for attribution measures for unsuccessful sales experiences (Table 2 ) also suggest strong internai consistency across tbe items in the constructs (.89 to .94 for alpha and .80 to .90 for composite reliability). Similarly, Cronbach's alphas and composite reliability estimates for behavioral intention measures for botb successful (Table I) and unsuccessful (Table 2) sales experiences indicate strong internal consistency across tbe items in tbe constructs.
The entries in Tables I and 2 also suggest that a reasonable level of discriminant validity was acbieved, because all construct intercorrelations were significantly less than 1.0 (p < .05). To examine the discriminant validity of the constructs, we estimated Fornell and Larcker's (1981) average variance measure (Tables 1 and 2 ). If average variance is less tban .5, the variance due to measurement error is larger tban the variance captured by the construct, and the validity of tbe individual indicators, as well as tbe construct, is questionable. To satisfy fully tbe requirements for discriminant validity, tbe average variance measure must be greater than the squared correlation between the two constructs. In our study, the sbared variance between any two constructs (i.e.. tbe square of tbeir intercorrelation) was less tban the average variance explained in tbe items by the construct. Last, tbe t-values for all loadings across the scales were significant (/J < .01), and item-to-total correlations were above .50. Tbese results support tbe internal consistency and discriminant validity of each of the scales.
Concurrent Validation: Proposed Relationships and Resuits
As a test of concurrent validation of these scales, we examined their ability to substantiate relationsbips suggested by other researchers' tbeoretical frameworks (e.g.. Teas and McElroy's [1986] work pertaining to effort, strategy, task difficulty, ability, and luck attributions) or empirical findings (e.g., Sujan's [1986] research tbat explores the effort and strategy attribution process). Figure I summarizes tbe nomological network of relationsbips between attributions and behavioral intentions. It should be noted that for the sake of brevity, tbe nomological framework was proposed for only unsuccessful selling situations.
We estimated the proposed model (in Figurcl) using LiSREL 8.20. The results indicate a reasonable fit between tbe model and tbe observed data (X" = 903.25. d.f. = 385, p = .00; GFI = .80; CFI = .92; RMSEA = .07), tbereby suggesting that tbe nomological network of relationsbips fits tbese data (another indicator of support for the validity of tbese scales) (Churcbill 1979) . Excluding tbe GFI, tbe traditionally reported fit indices are within tbe accepted range (Hu and Bentler 1999) . Exploring additional fit indices (as recommended by Hoyle and Panter [1995] ), we find that both tbe nonnormed fit index (.91) and tbe incremental fit index (.92) both exceed tbe recommended .90 threshold levels (Hu and Bentler [I995| recommend tbese Type II and III incremental indices over the GFI, an absolute fit index). Additional restrictions to tbe proposed model (e.g., fixing insignificant paths) did not yield better fit of the model.
Toexamine tbe validity of tbese scales further, we tested the individual paths in tbe structural model to investigate wbetber tbe standardized estimate for each patb is significantly different from zero (Table 4) . Next, for an even stronger assessment of concurrent validity, we tested whetber the proposed path is significantly stronger than all alternative (nonbypothesized) paths from the same attribution to other bebavioral intentions. (We tested this by comparing tbe cbi-square difference of a model in wbich all the patbs from tbe attribution in question are freed witb models in which the bypotbesized path is constrained to be equal to an alternative patb. Tbe results of tbese comparisons are sbown in Table 5 .) We provide tbe tbeoretical justification and tbe results of tbe analysis for eacb of tbese relationships.
Effort attribution. Sujan (1986) suggests that if salespeople believe tbat tbey failed to make a sale because of insufficient effort, tbey are likely to exbibit greater levels of effort in similar future sales situations. Because Sujan (1986) examines this relationship in the context of only one otber attribution (strategy), we attempt to confirm Sujan's findings in tbe context of tbe full range of attributions as well as in tbe context of a broader group of possible behaviors. Therefore, the first patb states, P|: Attributing an unsuccessful sales call to a lack of effort is more likely to lead to plans to increase effort in a similar sales situation in the future than to plans to seek assistance, change strategies, avoid similar situations, or make no change.
We find a significant standardized LISREL estimate (Table 4) for tbe effort attribution to the intention to increase effort (P|), and tbe relationship between tbe effort attribu- will cbange the strategy tbaf I use. I would approacb the client differently. I will fry a different facfic witb the client.
Seek Assistance (.94, .91, .77)t> I will seek advice in bow to deal witb tfie situation. I would seek advice in dealing wifb fbe situation. I would get help from someone in the organization.
Avoid Situation (.87, .90, .76)i> I will avoid sucb situations in tbe future. I would avoid similar situations. I would nof call on that type of prospect again.
Scale items were based on six-point {forced-choice) Likert scales (1 = "strongly disagree," 6 = "strongly agree"). Entries in parentfieses for multi-item constructs are Cronbacfi's alpha, composite reliability estimates, and average variance captured, respectively. *p < .001.
tion and the intention to increase effort is significantly stronger than any of the alternative relationships. Tbese results support the validity of this scale within this nomological network (see Table 5 ).
Ability attribution. As shown in Figure 1 , a causal ascription associated with ability may lead to different behaviors depending on whether the salespeople believe they can do anylbing about tbe situation. For example, if experience. I will seek advice in bow to deal with fhe situation. I would seek assistance in dealing with this situation.
Avoid Situation (.93, .91, .78)" I will stay away from situations like this one. I will avoid such situations in the future. I would avoid similar situations. aScale items were based on six-point (forced-choice) Likert scales (1 = "strongly disagree," 6 = "strongly agree"). "Entries in parentheses for multi-item constnjcts are Cronbach's alpha, composite reliability estimates, and average variance captured, respectively. *p<.001. 
RGURE 1 Proposed Reiationsiiips Between Attributions and Behaviors
Attributions for Failure Beiiaviorai Intentions items were based on six-point (forced-choice) Likert scales (1 = "strongly disagree," 6 = "strongly agree"), *p< ,05, "p< ,001, salespeople believe that they can improve their selling skills or knowledge, they are likely to obtain assistance from a manager or otber, more knowledgeable representatives. To increase their skill or knowledge in the event that no one is available to help, salespeople may simply seek to work harder (i.e., increase their effort) to compensate for their deficiency in this area. However, as other researchers suggest (Graham 1990; Teas and McElroy 1986) , failure that is attributed to salespeople's innate ability or aptitude may also lead to tbe belief tbat tbere is no response in their repertoire to alter the course of failure; consequently, ability attributions may also lead to an avoidance of similar situations. In many sales situations, the sales representatives have the latitude to alter their call plans, thereby determining which customers/prospects are called on and which are not. As summarized in Figure 1 , this suggests the following:
?2. Attributing an unsuccessful call to the lack of ability Is more likely to lead to (a) plans to seek assistance in a similar sales situation in the future than to plans to change strategy or make no change, (b) plans to increase effort in a similar sales situation in the future than to plans to change strategy or make no change, and (c) plans to avoid similar situations in the future than to plans to change strategy or make no change.
Significant standardized LISREL estimates (Table 4) to seek assistance {P2a) and (2) the intention to increase effort (P2b)' Tbe patb between the lack of ability attribution and the intention to avoid tbe situation (P2c) was not significant in the LISREL model. In the more stringent cbi square test of p2a and P^b, we find that the relationship between tbe lack of ability attribution and tbe intention to seek assistance is significantly stronger tban tbe alternative relationships (i.e., tbose witb avoiding tbe situation, changing strategy, or not making any changes in bebavior), but tbe reiationsbip between the lack of ability attribution and the intention to increase effort is not stronger than tbe alternative relationsbips. Consequently, we find only partial support for its convergent validity witbin tbis nomological network.
Task difficulty attribution. Altbougb few researcbers have focused on task difficulty attributions (see Teas and McElroy 1986) , it seems reasonable to presume that environmental/task difficulty attributions may result in varying behavioral outcomes. Salespeople may believe that tbe situation is so difficult tbat tbere is notbing anyone can do to improve It, and as Weiner (1986) suggests, they may become angry and frustrated. Salespeople may decide to avoid sucb situations in tbe future. Alternatively, tbey may believe that a cbange of strategy will belp or tbat someone witb more experience and/or ability will be able to assist them. These possibilities suggest tbe following:
P3: Attributing an unsuccessful sale to the difficulty of the task or situation is more likely to lead to (a) plans to seek assistance in a similar sales situation in the future than to plans to increase effort or make no change, (b) plans to change strategy in a similar situation in the future than to plans to increase effort or make no change, and (c) plans to avoid similar situations in the future than to plans to increase effort or make no change.
The standardized LISREL estimates (Table 4) for tbese tbree proposed relationships are significant (indicating tbat tbe individual paths associated with tbis attribution are supported). Tbrougb tbo more stringent test of alternative relationsbips (cbi-square tests; see Table 5 ), we find that the reiationsbip between making tbe task attribution and the intention to avoid tbe situation is significantly stronger tban tbe alternative relationsbips. The relationships between making tbe task attribution and tbe intention to cbange strategies or seek assistance were not significantly stronger tban alternative reiationships. Tbus, tbis task difficulty scale fits tbe overall measurement model and demonstrates good measurement properties {discriminant validity and reliability); however, we fmd only partial support ot" its convergent validity witbin tbis nomological network.
Strategy attribution. Sujan's (1986) results suggest that salespeople wbo believe ibat tbey failed to make a sale because of an incorrect approach or strategy are likely to cbange their strategy in similar future sales situations (see Anderson 1983; Sujan 1986 ). We seek to confirm bis findings by examining tbis relationship within tbe context of a broader range of attributions and subsequent bebaviors: P4: Altributing an unsuccessful sale to the use of an incorrect strategy is more likely to lead to plans lo change strategy in similar saies situations in the future than to plans to increase effort, seek assistance, avoid similar situations, or make no change.
In strong support of tbe scale's validity, we find a significant standardized LISREL estimate (Table 4) for an incorrect strategy attribution to tbe intention to change strategy (P4) reiationsbip, and tbis relationship is significantly stronger tban any of tbe alternative relationsbips.
Luck attribution. Attributing a sales cali failure to bad luck leads to an attribution tbat is external and unstable according to the properties underlying attributions (Weiner 1986 ). Because causality is perceived to be outside of tbe salesperson's power, subject to change, and not subject to anyone's control, little can be done to cbange tbe situation. Tberefore, salespeople who face such situations may not alter tbeir bebaviors. However, to avoid failure, salespeople may cboose to avoid similar selling situations in tbe future. For example, tbey may cboose not to call on a particular type of customer if tbey believe tbat tbe outcomes are somewbat random because of luck. This avoidance bebavior is possibie in many sales settings tbat are typified by sales representatives determining tbeir own sales call patterns. Tberefore, Py Attributing an unsuccessful sate to bad luck is more likely to lead to (a) plans not to make any changes in a similar sales situation in the future than to plans to increase effort, seek assistance, or change strategy and (b) plans to avoid similar situations in the future than lo plans to increase effort, seek assistance, or change strategy.
The relationship between the bad tuck attribution and tbe intention to avoid the situation (P5t,) is significant, wbereas tbe patb between tbe luck attribution and the intention not to make any changes (P^y) is not significant. In tbe more stringent cbi-square tests, we find that tbe relationship between the luck attribution and tbe intention to avoid tbe situation is not significantly stronger than tbe alternative relationships. Consequently, tbis luck scale fits the overall measurement model and demonstrates good measurement properties (discriminant validity and reliability); bowever. we find only partial support of its convergent validity witbin this nomological network.
Dispositional antecedents.
In an effort to provide additional concurrent validity for tbe scales, we also tested tbe extent to which there is a reiationsbip between tbe types of attributions salespeople make and their dispositional characteristics. On the basis of Teas and McElroy's (1986) discussion of tbese relationships, we cbose to examine two dispositional cbaracteristics in this validation effort: interpersonal control and personal efficacy.
Interpersonal control involves tbe degree to wbicb people believe that they bave an effect on otber people in dyads or groups. People having a higb level of interpersonal control believe tbat tbey have a great impact on (or control over) otber people wben involved in dyadic (e.g., one-on-one selling) or group settings (Paulbus 1983). Tberefore, we expected tbat salespeople wbo have a high degree of interpersonal control would be more likely than otbers to attribute botb tbeir successes and failures to themselves ratber tban to otber people or events.
According to Teas and McElroy (1986) , people who have a high global self-esteem can be expected to perceive a lite history of success. Therefore, when these people experience success, they consider it a consistent event and make stable attributions, both internal and external (i.e., an ability or easytask attribution). Alternatively, when they experience failure, they consider it an inconsistent event and make attributions that are unstable. To test these relationships, we use personal efficacy (which is the confidence a person feels with regard to personal achievement of a specific task), because it captures the task-and goal-oriented nature of personal selling better than the more global self-esteem measure (Paulhus 1983) .
Therefore, we expect to fmd the following:
Pg: Salespeople who are high in ititerpersonal control will make more internal attribulions following performance, regardless of the level of performance, than salespeople who are low in interpersonal control. P7: Salespeople having higher personal efficacy will have tendencies to (a) make more stable than unstable attributions following success and (b) make more intemal unstable than stable attributions following failure.
For the analysis, we split the sample into thirds on the basis of the respondents' scores on the personality trait scales and then compared the top third and bottom third of the sample by testing for the differences in the mean level of attributions (paired comparisons test). The results show lhat in both high and low performance situations, salespeople with a greater interpersonal control made significantly more internal attributions tban salespeople with external interpersonal orientation (successful means of 5.31 versus 4.79, p < .00. and unsuccessful means of 3.22 versus 2.54, p < .02) (in support of Pft). In examining the relationship between salespeople's personal efficacy and attributions, we found that salespeople with high personal efficacy made significantly more stable attributions (mean of 4,12) than unstable attributions (mean of 3,98, p < .08) after a sales success (Pya), However, following an unsuccessful sales experience, salespeople with higher personal efficacy still made more stable attributions (mean of 3.31, p < .00) than internal, unstable attributions (mean of 2.67, p < .00).
Discussion
Following the recommendations of Cburchill (1979), we used a rigorous methodology to develop and test multi-item scales for measuring five types of attributions: effort attributions, strategy attributions, task difficulty attributions, ability attributions, and luck attributions. Using this same process, we also developed scales for measuring the intended behaviors tbat might stem from the attributions: increase efforts, change strategies, seek assistance, avoid the situation, or make no changes. The scales' reliabilities, as measured by coefficient alpba, are all well above recommended levels (.77 to .96). The sbared variance among the constructs (scales) is less than the average variance of the items within the construct, which thus demonstrates strong discriminant validity for the scales. Finally, concurrent validity of the scales was demonstrated in a nomological network of relationships.
Research Contributions
Over the past two decades, researchers (Decarlo, Teas, and McElroy 1997; Johnston and Kim 1994; Sujan 1986; Teas and McElroy 1986) have demonstrated an interest in gaining a better understanding of the attributions saiespeopie make following their sales successes and failures. The primary contribution of this research was to develop a more complete set of scales that researchers or managers can use to measure salespeople's attributions for sales successes and failures. A second contribution was the development of tbe scales to measure salespeople's subsequent behavioral intentions. We believe that researchers must explore both salespeople's attributions for performance and their subsequent behavior to better understand the keys to improving sales performance. Finally, in tbe process of examining the concurrent validity of these scales, we have found several substantive findings worthy of note, which we discuss next.
Substantive findings. First, it appears that representatives do not fall prey to simply blaming their environment for their failures (tbe fundamental attribution error). On the contrary, they are likely to identify both internal (effort, ability, and strategy) and external (task and luck) factors to explain their failure. Perhaps experienced salespeople often believe that there is something tbey can do to change an unsuccessful situation into a successful one. Otherwise, they would avoid unsuccessful situations more often than is reported in this study. (In an unsuccessful situation, the lowest mean of 2.09 was reported for the avoidance behavior.) Consequently, this research prompts us to reconsider the applicability of the fundamental attribution error among salespeople.
Second, the general pattern of relationships between attributions and bebavioral intentions shown in the model ( Figure I ) was supported (the overall model fit was acceptable). As expected, salespeople who blamed their failure on their own lack of effort plan to put forth more effort in the next situation that is similar to the one in which they failed. Similarly, salespeople who believed that tbey used tbe wrong strategy planned to change their strategy. Both findings provide additional support for Sujan's (1986) work. Most salespeople who believed that their lack of ability contributed to tbe failure indicated tbat they would be more likely to seek assistance when facing a similar situation than to avoid the situation or redouble tbeir efforts. Apparently, representatives are willing to admit when they believe that they are in over their heads, and they do not try to compensate for ability deficits by increasing tbeir efforts. This result provides support for Sujan's (1986) general conclusion tbat successful salespeople work smarter ratber tban harder.
In addition, when salespeople believe they failed because tbe situation was fraught with difficulties, tbey indicate that they will not seek assistance or try a new strategy; rather, they plan to avoid such situations in the future. This is consistent with Teas and McEiroy's (1986) suggestion that when salespeople believe tbey have failed because of factors beyond their control, tbis bas a negative impact on their expectancies. It is interesting to note that if salespeople make internal, stable attributions (lack of ability) for failure, they are blaming themselves for the failure; therefore, they intend to seek assistance to improve their own abilities. In contrast, if they make external, stable attributions (task difficulty) for failure, they may believe that they cannot do anything about the situation, and therefore they plan to avoid such situations. This represents a difficult coaching scenario for managers, because they must convince their representatives not to avoid these situations.
As expected, salespeople having high personal efficacy made more stable tban unstable attributions in a successful situation, in support of Teas and McElroy's (1986) proposition. However, contradicting Teas and McElroy (1986) , salespeople with high personal efficacy also view the causes of their failings as stable. It is possible that efficacious salespeople perceive their failure as so inconsistent with normal events that they attribute it to events that are beyond their immediate control, such as the nature of the task or their ability in that particular situation.
Managerial Implications
This research provides a useful set of scales for measuring attributions and behavioral intentions among field sales representatives. Tbe scale development process yields items appropriate for a successful sales situation as well as an unsuccessful sales situation. The tests of concurrent validity offer several points tbat should be of interest to managers.
Our research demonstrates that the attributions salespeople make for their successes and failures are significantly related to their behavioral intentions in future sales interactions. Because tbe primary role of sales managers is to direct and improve the performance of salespeople, they should recognize the importance of the salespeople's attributions for success and failure. If salespeople make incorrect attributions for their failures, it will be more difficult for a manager to help those salespeople improve performance than if the representatives make correct attributions.
However, this study highlights the complexity of the attributional processes and tbe links between that process and subsequent behaviors. It is not easy for sales managers to know what attributions their salespeople are making for successes and failures or whether those attributions are correct. Sales managers should not assume that they know what attributions their salespeople are making. This becomes most critical when a salesperson has failed.
The scales developed in this study will enable managers to assess more accurately which types of attributions salespeople are making and wbat their intentions are with regard to the situations in which they are not successful. When an assessment has been made, sales managers should discuss the results with their salespeople. Salespeople should be asked to detail what they believe are the causes for their unsuccessful outcomes and what future actions they intend to take with regard to that or similar situations. If sales managers agree with the salespeople's attributions and intentions, they can reinforce them by agreeing or by offering encouragement and assistance. If sales managers believe tbat salespeople are making incorrect attributions and/or behavioral choices, then the sales managers must help the salespeople understand the correct causes of the unsuccessful sales encounters and/or the appropriate actions to take. Otherwise, the salespeople are not likely to improve their performance.
The validation work also suggests that companies should hire people who have high interpersonal control, because tbese people are more likely to make internal attributions than are people with low interpersonal control. Also, with regard to their subsequent behavior, they are less likely to avoid difficult situations. In contrast, employees with high personal efficacy may need guidance in accepting responsibility for choosing the wrong strategy or for not working hard enough.
Limitations and Extensions
In this study, we validated the scales by examining the attributions and behavioral intentions that salespeople make after a particular interaction with a customer. However, we did not examine whether or not salespeople have attributional tendencies and subsequent patterns of behavioral tendencies across multiple sales interactions with different customers or even with tbe same customer. Additional studies are needed to further understand what circumstances may lead to particular attributional patterns and whether these patterns are stable across situations.
Also, in this study we did not ascertain whether the salespeople's attributions were correct or incorrect. Another valuable use for these scales would be to examine whether more successful salespeople make more correct attributions than their less successful counterparts. It would be helpful for sales managers to know whether more successful representatives' attributions have greater veracity tban tbose of less successful sales representatives.
In conducting future work in this area, researchers might examine actual behaviors (ratber than bebavioral intentions) and determine bow tbose behaviors are related to attributions. Ultimately, we are interested in behaviors, and tbe behavioral intention measures that we developed are not a perfect predictor of behaviors. Therefore, a study that measures actual bebavior following an attribution would overcome this limitation.
Another extension to consider for this research area is to integrate attribution theory with rational decision making. In a sales success scenario, researchers might examine whether representatives choose to reduce effort in an attempt to shift their resources (i.e., time) to other activities to further enhance their performance.
Finally, because the study was conducted in the financial services industry, researchers can use these scales to investigate other types of selling, for example, business-to-business or consumer packaged goods sales. Also, our sample excluded salespeople who had worked for the company for less than one year. Understanding the attribution patterns of younger, less experienced salespeople who are more likely to experience failure is as important as understanding the patterns for more experienced salespeople. I worked hard and it paid off. .604 I tried very hard to make this sale.
.832 I put out a lot of effort for this sales call.
.806 I put in the time needed to make the sale.
.667 I gave the effort needed to make the sale.
. 463 .663
Ability Attribution Items
My skills/knowledge made me succeed on this type of call. .675 I have the skills to be successful.
.824 I have the necessary skills.
.773 I have the knowledge and skills for success on this type of call.
.838 My sales abilities led to my success.
.687
Task Attribution Items
Most reps find this type of call to be pretty easy.
.826 This type of sales call is relatively easy for just about everyone.
.877 It wasn't a very tough selling situation.
.742 This was an easy selling situation.
.790 Most reps find this sale easy to close.
.908
Strategy Attribution Items
My sales strategy was effective for this customer.
.764 An appropriate selling strategy was used for this situation.
.778 I picked the right strategy for this client.
.811 My strategy was right for the client.
,807 I used the right strategy for the situation.
.801
Luck Attribution Items
It was just a lucky break. .810 I was lucky .912 Luckily, the sale just happened.
.819 It just worked out by chance.
.856 It was just good luck.
.910
Principal component analysis using varimax rotation (Kaiser normalization). ' >Only loadings above .40 are shown. .846 I didn't put out enough effort for this sales call.
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.863 I didn't put in the necessary time to make this sale.
.890 I didn't put forth the effort needed to make this sale.
.658
Ability Attribution Items
I need more skill and knowledge to be successful in this type of sales call. .876 I lack some of the necessary skills for this type of call.
.845 I need to improve my skills to be successful in this type of call.
.902 I need to increase my knowledge to be successful in this type of call.
.923 I need to learn more in order to be successful in this type of call.
.915 
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APPENDIX C Behavioral Items: Exploratory Factor Matrix for a Successful Sales
Conn ponent
Increase Effort Behavior Items I would put forth more time and effort.
